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3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Qi/ay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Claim Objections 

2. In view of the amendments submitted on 07/08/2004, the previous claim 
objections have been withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 67, 69-70,72-76, 79-82, 84-87, 89-90, 92-96, 99-102 and 104-1 14 are 

rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Uehara et al. (Uehara) 

(U.S.Patent No. 5,659,376) in view of Yamada et al. (Yamada) (U.S.Patent No. 

5,508,834). 

a. As to claims 67, 84-87 and 104-1 14: Uehara discloses a liquid crystal 
display apparatus and in the description of the prior art (Fig. 2) discloses a 
housing (125) with an aperture (opening in the front that can be seen just under 
the sheet 1 1 1), a plurality of housing elements (112, 105, 100B etc.), a liquid 
crystal display panel (101) mounted within the housing and optically aligned with 
the aperture (as can be seen from Fig. 2), the display having an image plane 
(due to the nature of the liquid crystal display), a first side (101a) and a second 
side (101b). Uehara also discloses a polarizer (1 1 8) disposed relative to the first 
side of the display (101a) and is mounted to be optically aligned with the aperture 
(as can be seen from Fig. 2) and mechanically spaced from the image plane by a 
distance. 

Uehara also discloses a second polarizer (119) disposed relative to the 
second side (101b) of the display and is mechanically secured and spaced by the 
housing (125) from the image plane by a distance. 

Although Uehara teaches that the polarizers (118 and 119) are spaced 
mechanically a distance from the image plane, Uehara does not teach that such 
a placement of the polarizers will minimize the visibility of the defects to a viewer. 
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Yamada also discloses a liquid crystal display device having polarizers 
having a liquid crystal panel (5), a liquid crystal display having an image plane, a 
first side and a second side (Fig. 7), a first polarizer (8) disposed relative to the 
first side of the display and is mechanically spaced by the housing (transparent 
cover plate, 6) by a distance such that the first polarizer (8) defects (foreign 
matter, dust or fluff, col. 4, line 1 8) are out of depth of focus of the lens system 
(col. 4, lines 1-24). Since a viewer's eye has a lens, the out of depth of focus as 
taught by Yamada will minimize the visibility of the defects to the viewer. 

Yamada also discloses a second polarizer (9) disposed relative to the 
second side of the display and is mechanically spaced by the housing 
(transparent cover plate, 7) by a distance such that the second polarizer (9) 
defects (foreign matter, dust or fluff, col. 4, line 18) are out of depth of focus of 
the lens system (col. 4, lines 1-24). Since a viewer's eye has a lens, the out of 
depth of focus as taught by Yamada will minimize the visibility of the defects to 
the viewer. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to adapt the spacing of the polarizer from 
the image plane of the display as taught by Yamada to the display of Uehara to 
provide a panel structure in which an image quality would not be adversely 
affected even if foreign matter such as dust or fluff is attached to the polarizing 
plates (col. 2, lines 13-17). 
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b. As to claims 69-70 and 89-90: Both Uehara and Yamada disclose a 
second polarizer disposed that is mechanically spaced by the housing by a 
distance such that the second polarizer defects (foreign matter, dust or fluff, col. 
4, line 18 of Yamada) are out of depth of focus of the lens system (col. 4, lines 1- 
24 of Yamada). 

c. As to claims 72-76 and 92-96: Both Uehara and Yamada disclose the 
mechanical spacing of the first and second polarizers from the image plane with 
the housing, mounting with receptacles (125 of Uehara) (Fig. 2), plurality of 
housing elements including color filters (Fig. 8 of Yamada) and in a backlight 
(Fig. 2, 104 of Uehara) to provide the illumination light. 

d. As to claims 79-82 and 99-102: Both Uehara and Yamada disclose the 
display that has a first surface and a second surface, first polarizer and the 
second polarizer located at a first and second distances from the respective 
surfaces . Yamada also discloses a lens and the first polarizer substantially 
parallel to the display. In Fig. 6, Yamada discloses a variation where the first 
polarizer is located between the display and the transparent cover that includes 
the lens as shown in Fig. 7 of Yamada. 

e. As to claims 107-1 14: Uehara teaches that a first polarizer (118) is 
attached to a protective plate (111) and that the protective plate with the polarizer 
(acts like a unified polarizer) is mechanically spaced by the housing from the 
image plane. Since the protective plate with the polarizer rests on the housing 
(125), it does not require any adhesives. 
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5. Claims 68, 71 , 88 and 91 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Uehara in view of Yamada and further in view of Mizuno et al. 
(Mizuno) (U.S. Patent Application Publication US2002/0098344) and Hopper etal. 
(Hopper) (U.S.Patent No. 4,388,375). 

Both Uehara and Yamada discloses a display system with a first polarizer 
and a second polarizer having defects and an arrangement where these 
polarizers are placed at a distance and Yamada teaches that these defects are 
out of the depth of focus of a lens system. 

However, neither Uehara nor Yamada disclose the size of the defects. 

Mizuno in disclosing an optical adhesive film formed of a polyester film 
teaches that foreign substance particles (defects) for these films have a 
maximum size of 20 micrometers or more (paragraph 001 1), which meets the 
limitation of greater than 10 micrometers recited in the instant claims. (Hopper's 
reference is used for the teaching that polarizers are made from polyester films). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to adapt the defect size having greater 
than 10 micrometers as disclosed by Mizuno in view of Hopper to the polarizers 
of Uehara and Yamada to provide films that are superior in transparency, 
adhesiveness, thermal shrinkage and optical defects (para 0018 of Mizuno). 

6. Claims 77 and 97 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Uehara in view of Yamada and further in view of Sawa Tetsuo (Sawa) (JP 
06273760) (disclosed by the Applicant). 
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Uehara discloses one diffuser (106). 

However, Uehara does not disclose two diffusers. 

Sawa in disclosing a back light unit (23) discloses two diffusers 1 1 and 34. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to adapt the two diffuser configuration as 
disclosed by Sawa to the display of Uehara and Yamada to provide a backlight 
unit capable of performing back illumination more uniformly (see purpose). 
7. Claims 78,98, 83 and 103 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Uehara in view of Yamada and Sawa as applied to claims 77,97, 67 
and 87 and further in view of Mori (U.S.Patent No. 6,288,700). 

As to claims 78, 98, 83 and 103: Yamada does not disclose that the 
backlight consists of an LED or the size of the display. 

Mori in disclosing a light emitting flat panel device used as a backlight for 
mono-color or multi-color image displays, discloses LED sources (4R,4G,4B) and 
also discloses that displays of any size from small to large can be realized (col. 2, 
line 5). Hence the display size having a diagonal of less than one inch as recited 
in claims 83 and 103 would have been obvious. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to adapt the LED sources as disclosed by 
Mori to the display of Yamada and Nosker to obtain very thin and high brightness 
devices with low power consumption and having varying sizes and low 
manufacturing costs and ease of manufacturing (col. 2, lines 1-7). 
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Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 67-106 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Prasad R Akkapeddi whose telephone number is 571- 
272-2285. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:00AM to 5:30PM M-Th. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert H Kim can be reached on 571-272-2293. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Prasad R Akkapeddi, Ph.D 




